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Abstract 
Unsafe road behaviors, violence and alcohol use, are primary contributors to adolescent 
injury. Research suggests that adolescents look out for their friends and engage in protective 
behavior to reduce others’ risk-taking and that school connectedness is associated with 
reduced injury-risks. This study examined the role of school connectedness in willingness to 
protect and prevent friends from involvement in alcohol use, fights and unlicensed driving. 
Surveys were completed at two time points, six months apart, by 545 13-14 year olds from 
seven Australian high schools. Females were significantly more likely than males to report 
willingness to protect their friends. School connectedness significantly and positively 
predicted willingness to protect across all three injury-risk behaviors, after accounting for sex 
and own involvement in injury-risk behaviors. School connectedness may therefore be an 
important factor to target in school-based prevention programs, both to reduce adolescents’ 
own injury-risk behavior and to increase injury prevention among friends. 
Keywords: adolescent; injury; peer protection; school connectedness
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Injury Prevention among Friends: The Benefits of School Connectedness 
Worldwide, injuries are responsible for 950,000 unintentional deaths of children 
under the age of 18 years annually (Peden, Oyegbite, Ozanne-Smith, Hyder, Branche, et al., 
2008). Within Australia, injury is a leading cause of mortality for young people aged 12 to 24 
years (Australian Institute of Health & Welfare, 2011). A significant proportion of injuries 
are associated with adolescents’ engagement in risk taking behaviors including road-related 
risks, violence and alcohol use. Adolescents who report the highest number of risk taking 
behaviors have been shown to be five times more likely to report medically treated injuries 
and almost eight times more likely to report an injury of any kind (Buckley, Chapman, & 
Sheehan, 2012). 
Car crashes account for a significant proportion of adolescent injuries, and in the U.S., 
the majority of unintentional injury deaths among young people aged 10-19 years are a result 
of car crashes (Sleet, Ballesteros, & Borse, 2010). While the majority of these incidents 
involve young licensed drivers, underage and unlicensed driving has also received some 
research attention. Research conducted in the U.S. state of Texas examined crashes between 
1995 and 2000, and showed that a total of 4,170 involved an underage driver, of which 67% 
involved an injury or fatality (Huber et al., 2006). The drivers involved in these crashes were 
also found to be more often male and black, than female and white (Huber, Carozza, & 
Gorman, 2006).  
Adolescent risk taking behaviors often occur in the context of underage alcohol use. 
Results from the Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS) conducted in the U.S. have shown that 
32% of 14 year olds reported drinking alcohol in the month prior to completing the survey 
(Centers for Disease Control, CDC, 2010). The significant consumption of alcohol places 
young people at a greater risk of injury, including through violence-related behavior. YRBS 
results reveal that 32% of Grade 9 to 12 students reported having been involved in a fight in 
Running Head: INJURY PREVENTION AMONG FRIENDS 3 
 
the previous twelve months (CDC, 2010). Of these, 4% had to be treated by a doctor or nurse. 
Similar to transport risks and injuries, YRBS data has shown that boys are more likely to 
report getting into fights than girls and are also more likely to have been injured in fights 
(CDC, 2010).  
The research reported in this paper aims to understand the role of school 
connectedness in adolescents’ willingness to protect and prevent their friends from 
involvement in risk taking behaviors that are likely to lead to serious injury. As such, this 
research specifically examines connectedness in association with adolescents’ later reports of 
peer protection in injury-risk situations including underage and unlicensed driving, getting 
drunk, and getting into fights. 
Injury Prevention among Friends  
 Research has shown that adolescents are willing to intervene to prevent their friends’ 
risk taking behavior. For example, Buckley, Sheehan and Chapman (2009) investigated 
adolescents’ likelihood of intervening to reduce their friends’ risk taking. Over 50% of 
students indicated that they would intervene to prevent their friends’ alcohol use, drug use, 
drink driving, riding a bicycle after drinking and violence. Further, Rabow and colleagues 
(1990) found that, within a sample of college students, over half of the students reported 
intervening into their friends’ potential drink driving at least once in the past year; and in a 
study of adolescents’ intervening in friends’ drink driving and alcohol, tobacco and drug use, 
Smart and Stoduto (1997) found that in all cases at least one third of students would intervene 
to deter their friends’ behavior. 
A study by Flanagan, Elek-Fisk and Gallay (2004) assessed adolescents’ intervention 
strategies in hypothetical situations involving friends’ experimentation with alcohol, tobacco 
and other drugs. They found that despite differences across age and gender, adolescents 
demonstrated willingness to intervene to prevent their friends’ engagement in risk behaviors. 
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In particular, girls were more proactive than boys in their protection of their friends, and were 
more likely to talk to their friends about their alcohol, tobacco and other drug use, rather than 
to ignore the behavior.  
Protective Benefits of School Connectedness 
As the importance of adolescent protective behavior in risk and injury prevention is 
recognized, there is a need to understand the factors that influence adolescents’ willingness to 
protect their friends. Adolescence is a period during which young people are becoming 
increasingly independent and seeking relationships outside of the home. During this time, 
contexts like the school become particularly important and can influence adolescent behavior. 
In particular, school connectedness has been identified as a critical protective factor that is 
associated with reduced risk taking behavior, including violence, alcohol use and drug use 
(e.g., Dornbusch, Erickson, Laird, & Wong, 2001; Simons-Morton, Davis-Crump, Haynie, & 
Saylor, 1999).  
School connectedness refers to the extent to which students feel included, supported, 
and engaged within the school and by the school community, and definitions frequently 
incorporate cognitive (e.g. perceptions of rule fairness), behavioral (e.g. engagement and 
involvement in school work and activities) and affective (e.g. feelings of belonging) 
components (e.g., Jimerson, Campos, & Greif, 2003; Maddox & Prinz, 2003, O’Farrell & 
Morrison, 2003). This study incorporates a comprehensive definition of school connectedness 
which considers a whole of school approach or ethos, recognizing relationships between 
students, teachers, and the wider school environment. Students may benefit from perceiving a 
whole of school ethos of connectedness where there are clear norms, values and boundaries 
around unsafe behavior and an opportunity to promote commitment and value in relationships 
(Chapman, Buckley, Sheehan & Shochet, 2013). Further modeling of positive behavior of 
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teachers and fellow students within a supportive environment may reinforce protective and 
supportive behavior. 
The literature relating to school connectedness indicates is that it is an important 
protective factor for a number of adolescent outcomes. A large body of research has 
demonstrated the protective nature of school connectedness in regards to adolescent risk 
behavior. For example, using data from the U.S. National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent 
Health, Dornbusch and colleagues (2001) examined the protective mechanisms of school 
connectedness in terms of tobacco smoking, alcohol use, marijuana use, delinquency and 
violence. They found that higher levels of school connectedness were associated with 
reduced frequency, prevalence and intensity of each risk taking behavior. Additionally, in a 
study of risk taking behaviors and injury outcomes among 13-14 year old adolescents, 
Chapman and colleagues (2011) found that increased school connectedness predicted 
decreased engagement in transport and violent risk behaviors, as well as fewer associated 
injuries in these contexts. An Australian study of students aged 13-14 (grade 8) also showed 
that students with low school connectedness but high social connectedness faced an increased 
risk of frequent smoking, drinking and marijuana use in grade 10 (Bond et al. 2007). These 
findings have translated to behaviour change programs whereby increased school 
connectedness has reduced negative outcomes for students (see review Chapman et al., 
2013). Bonnell et al. (2010) and Bond et al. (2007) too focus on school-ethos and find that 
promoting whole of school change has important benefits for students. 
The way in which school connectedness operates to reduce risk is not well 
understood. There are a number of potential mechanisms by which school connectedness can 
create an environment that may promote protective behavior. The school may promote a 
norm of health behavior (for example, through explicit policy and practice). School-based 
programs may assist students to identify serious and dangerous consequences to risk 
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behavior. Greater perceptions of danger or likely harm have been identified as reasons young 
people provided for intervening to step up and try and stop friends’ risk-taking behavior 
(Buckley, Chapman, Sheehan, Reveruzzi, 2013). Students’ connectedness to school 
influences the likelihood that they will seek help from teachers for problems they may be 
experiencing within the school environment. Eliot and colleagues (2010) showed that 9th 
Grade students’ perceptions of a supportive school climate were associated with their 
willingness to seek help for bullying and threats of violence. A number of focus group studies 
with high school students have also shown that the accessibility and availability of teachers 
within the school, as well as the perceptions of teachers’ willingness to help, are associated 
with students’ decisions to approach teachers for help (Lindsey & Kalafat 1998; Wilson & 
Deanne 2001).  A supportive authority structure within the school also provides effective 
discipline and can promote positive relationships, fairness and respect. Students also take 
cues from teachers with regards to how to interact. Teachers are able to show support and 
concern for students by listening to concerns and encouraging students to be part of the 
dialogue. Thus school environment may play an important role in promoting norms of 
supporting fellow members of the school (as role models and strengthening efficacy to 
intervene) as well as including policies and highlighting the dangers of health risk behaviors. 
School-level factors, including school connectedness, have been shown to potentially 
impact adolescents’ relationships with the friends, and also in some instances, their 
intervening behavior. For example, Batanova and Loukas (2012) described a longitudinal 
study of the influences of school connectedness and parent-child conflict on adolescent 
empathy, defined as incorporating warmth, compassion and concern for others as well as an 
ability to take others’ points of view into account. Batanova and Loukas (2012) found that 
among boys, connectedness to school significantly predicted increases in empathy. This is 
particularly important in the context of the current study, as high levels of empathy in youth 
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been shown to be associated with prosocial behaviors (Fabes, Carlo, Kupanoff, & Laible, 
1999).   
Additional research conducted with middle and high school students by Syvertsen, 
Flanagan, and Stout (2009) revealed that students with positive perceptions of their school 
were more likely to report that they would intervene in a peer’s plan to do ‘something 
dangerous at school’, in order to prevent that person from harming themselves or others in the 
school community. Further, results of this study showed that students’ sense of personal 
belonging at school was positively associated with intervening into a potentially dangerous 
situation (Syvertsen et al., 2009). Buckley and colleagues (2011) further supported the role of 
schools in promoting safety and positive adolescent intervening behaviors. In their Australian 
study, Grade 9 students who reported higher levels of support from students and teachers 
were more likely to report confidence to intervene by trying to stop their friends from 
engaging in risk taking behaviors. 
To understand further the young people who might intervene, the literature on 
bullying bystander behavior provides some insights. There are however notable differences in 
bullying behavior compared, for example, with intervening in friends’ risk behavior whereby 
those in danger of harm in a more general intervening context are perhaps in more direct 
control (e.g. they are drinking rather than subject to violence). Bullying literature has 
however shown differences in rates of intervening across classrooms where there are different 
classroom norms (e.g. bullying being unacceptable) (Salmavalli et al., 2010). In further 
support of the importance of school context, the likelihood a child who is rejected or anxious 
is subsequently the victim of bullying is related to whether the bystanders in the class 
typically support or challenge bullying behavior (Kärnä, Voeten, Poskiparta, & Salmivalli, 
2010). In addition, factors such as empathy and perceived responsibility that are associated 
with positive bystander behavior (Pozzoli & Gini, 2010) are also be associated with school 
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level factors and an environtment that support acceptance of one-another (Wentzel et al., 
2010). Pozzoli and Gini (2012) speculate that those who actively intervene in bullying 
contexts have good social-cognitive skills that can be facilitated in a supportive school 
environment.  
A U.S. study of teachers’ beliefs about bullying and the tendency for Grade 8 students 
to intervene, Hektner and Swenson (2011) found that when teachers strongly believed that 
bullying was a normative developmental process, schools had higher levels of peer 
victimization and teachers who were less willing to intervene. Further, when teachers had 
lower levels of empathy for victims and believed that they should stand up for themselves, 
students were less likely to intervene to stop bullying. This research provides evidence that 
school-level factors may potentially impact on peer behavior and intervening in some 
bullying behavioral contexts.  
In studies that have observed bystander behavior, actions typically put an end to the 
bullying episode (Hawkins et al., 2001). Further those that speak up or otherwise intervene to 
defend against bullying reportedly are also more likely to have a positive peer status 
(Salmivalli, 2010). O’Connell et al. (1999) note that discrepancy is evident between recorded 
observations and intended intervening in bullying. It must be recognized that student intended 
intervening has limitations in that any link to actual behavior can only be implied. Qualitative 
research has provided insight into the link between intended intervening and actual 
intervening behavior, whereby students were able to describe the reasons for which they 
might turn a positive intention into actual behavior (Buckley et al., 2013; Smith et al., 2004). 
Students were able to describe the complexities of intervening around their willingness to 
intervene as well as around their past behavior. Noting that they would intervene in particular 
context (and not others), such as with a close a friend and when that friend is perceived to be 
in danger. 
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Summary 
Previous research suggests that adolescents are willing to look out for their friends 
and engage in protective behavior to reduce others’ involvement in risk taking (e.g., Smart & 
Stoduto, 1997). A positive school environment, and particularly students’ school 
connectedness, is also associated with reduced risk behaviors and injury outcomes (e.g., 
Chapman et al., 2011). While research has looked separately at the importance of school 
connectedness and adolescents’ intervening behavior, relatively little has been done to 
understand how students’ connectedness to school may impact on their willingness to 
intervene in their friends’ risk taking behaviors. Research by Syvertsen and colleagues (2009) 
provides some understanding of connectedness and adolescent intervention, through 
demonstrating that students’ positive perceptions of, and sense of personal belonging at 
school are significantly associated with intervening into a peer’s plan to do something 
dangerous on school grounds. Research has not yet examined, however, the relationship 
between connectedness and intervening behavior over time, or looked at the specific injury-
risk contexts in which young people intervene.  
The aim of this study was to extend on this previous research in order to 
longitudinally examine the protective benefits of school connectedness in predicting 
adolescents’ willingness to intervene in their friends’ engagement in specific risk taking 
behaviors that (i) frequently lead to injury, and (ii) may take place outside of the school 
context. As such, this research examines protective behavior in the context of friends’ alcohol 
use, fights, and unlicensed driving. School connectedness is predicted to increase 
adolescents’ later willingness to protect their friends from each of the three injury-risk 
behaviors. Such findings may have important implications for school connectedness as an 
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important factor to target in school-based prevention programs, both to reduce adolescents’ 
own injury-risk behavior and to increase injury prevention among friends. 
Method 
Participants 
A total of 650 13 to 14 year old students (Grade 9; 66% female) from seven 
independent and Catholic high schools in the greater Brisbane area of Queensland, Australia, 
were initially recruited to complete baseline questionnaires (baseline response rate was 88%). 
Six months later, the same questionnaire was completed by 655 students at these same 
schools. Data from 545 students was able to be matched across the two time points through 
the use of a unique self-generated code (84% of students completing the baseline survey). 
The majority (66%) of these matched students were female. Two of the seven schools are 
girls’ schools; the remaining five are co-educational. Only a very small minority of the 
participating students reported identifying as Aboriginal/Torres Strait Islander (2%) or Pacific 
Islander (1%).  
Measures 
Demographics. Demographic items included age, gender, and identification with 
particular ethnic backgrounds (with response options including Aboriginal, Torres Strait 
Islander, Pacific Islander and other, including White Caucasian).  
Willingness to protect. Willingness to protect a friend was measured using an 
amended version of the peer influence survey, originally an eleven item scale (Western, 
Lynch, & Ogilvie, 2003).  In response to five possible risk taking behaviors by their friends, 
participants were asked whether they would (i) 'report them' or 'try and stop them' (coded as 
protective behavior) or (ii) 'join in', 'do nothing' or walk away' (coded as not protective).  The 
study examined protective behavior in the context of friends ‘getting drunk a lot’, ‘getting 
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into fights’, and ‘driving without a license’. The remaining two behaviors (drink driving and 
drink cycling) were infrequently endorsed by students (less than 3%) and were thus excluded. 
Risk taking behavior. The measure of students’ own risk taking behavior was based 
on the Australian Self-Reported Delinquency Scale (ASRDS; Mak, 1993). Each item was the 
description of a risk taking behavior, and participants were asked to respond ‘yes’ if they had 
engaged in the behavior during the past three months. Two items were used for the current 
study, including one relating to violent behavior (‘taken part in a fight between two or more 
groups’), and one related to unlicensed driving behavior (‘driven a car on the road’). 
Alcohol use. Students’ own alcohol use was measured using the Australian School 
Students Alcohol and Drugs Survey (ASSAD) (White & Hayman, 2006). One item of this 
scale was used, which asked students to indicate how often in the past three months they had 
drunk a glass or more of an alcoholic drink. Students were coded as having drunk alcohol if 
they answered ‘a few times’ or more frequently, and having not drunk alcohol if they 
answered ‘never’.  
School connectedness. School connectedness was assessed using the Psychological 
Sense of School Membership scale (PSSM) (Goodenow, 1993). The PSSM provides a total 
connectedness score from 18 Likert-type scaled items. Items such as ‘I feel like a real part of 
this school’ are rated on a 4-point scale (1 = ‘almost never or never’ to 4 = ‘almost always or 
always’). The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the 18-item scale was .90. 
Procedure 
Approval to conduct this research was obtained from the University Human Research 
Ethics Committee and relevant education board and school principals. The approved research 
protocol required passive parental consent for students’ participation. This was achieved by 
sending an information sheet and consent form home to parents, who signed the consent form 
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and returned it to the school if they did not agree to their child’s participation. Student’s also 
provided their own written informed consent. 
Questionnaires were administered at two time points, six months apart. At both times, 
the questionnaires were administered to students during 45-minute class periods by 
researchers trained in the questionnaire administration procedure. Teachers remained in their 
classes to supervize but were not involved in the research process.  
Data Analysis 
Questionnaire responses were entered initially into SPSS v19.0, with 10% of the 
questionnaires being randomly selected and accuracy of their data entry checked by a second 
researcher. The level of agreement between these researchers was greater than 95%.  
All analyses were conducted with significance level set at p < .05. Due to the small 
proportion of missing data (<5% for each variable) and the large sample size, listwise 
deletion was used (see Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).  
 Three separate sequential logistic regression analyses were conducted to determine 
whether school connectedness statistically predicted adolescents’ willingness six months later 
to protect friends in injury-risk situations. For each of these analyses, the dependent variable 
was willingness to protect (versus not protect) at six month follow up. Research has 
previously established sex differences in participation in risk taking behavior, experiences of 
school connectedness and peer protective behavior. Sex was therefore at the first step in the 
regression model for all analyses. Own risk taking behavior at baseline was entered at the 
second step. School connectedness score at baseline was entered at the final step for the 
regression models. 
Results 
 Descriptive analyses were firstly undertaken on the baseline frequency of each risk 
taking behavior and six month reports of willingness to protect friends in each injury-risk 
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situation. The most common risk behavior reported at baseline was alcohol use, with 16% of 
both males (n=34) and females (n=53) reporting that they had drunk alcohol in the past three 
months. Significantly more males than females reported having taken part in a group fight 
(14% of males, n=30 and 8% of females, n=27; χ2(1) = 4.17, p=.041) and driven without a 
license (15% of males, n=32 and 5% of females, n=17; χ2(1) = 17.50, p < .001) in the past 
three months. There were similar experiences of school connectedness between males 
(M=53.36, SD=9.68) and females (M=54.70, SD=9.57), t(534)=1.36, p=.18. 
 Table 1 shows the proportion of adolescents at six month follow up, by sex, who 
reported that they would protect their friends in each of the three injury-risk situations. The 
majority of students indicated that they would protect their friends in each of the three injury-
risk situations, and significantly more females than males reported that they would protect 
their friends. 
 Logistic regression analyses were then conducted, to assess whether school 
connectedness predicted students’ willingness six months later to protect their friends in the 
three injury-risk situations, after controlling for sex and students’ own baseline participation 
in risk behaviors. Table 2 presents the results of the logistic regression analyses by sex. 
School connectedness was found to positively predict students’ willingness to protect their 
friends from getting drunk a lot, getting into fights, and driving without a license, except for 
male students’ willingness to intervene in driving without a license. The baseline engagement 
of the behavior of students was only predictive in the model for boys engagement in driving 
without a license. 
Discussion 
 The results of this study have demonstrated the importance of a positive school 
environment, and students’ sense of connectedness within the school, to the ways in which 
adolescents interact with their friends in risky situations. School connectedness was shown to 
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be a positive predictor of students’ reports, six months later, of willingness to protect their 
friends in situations involving alcohol use, violence, and underage driving (the latter for girls 
only). Students’ sense of connectedness to their school was predictive of increased 
willingness to protect friends even after controlling for baseline rates of willingness and their 
own engagement in each of the injury-risk behaviors.  
 In all behavior cases females were more willing to protect than males. This reflects 
the findings of previous research, including that by Flanagan et al. (2004), who found that 
girls reported they intended to take more proactive measures in the protection of their friends 
from alcohol, tobacco and other drug use than did boys. In Flanagan et al.’s (2004) research, 
boys were more likely to ignore their friends’ behavior or quit the friendship in the context of 
risk behavior. While the current research did not involve a detailed examination of the 
strategies that boys would use in place of protective behavior, these findings add to the 
literature which suggests that females are more proactive and nurturing in their friendship 
circles than are males.  
 School connectedness was a significant and positive predictor of protective behavior 
in all three injury-risk situations (except males and underage driving). The previous literature 
on school connectedness has indicated that this is a critically important factor in adolescent 
development that is related to a large range of positive student outcomes, including emotional 
health and reduced risk taking behavior. This research has shown that as well as protecting 
adolescents from their own participation in risk taking behavior, a sense of connectedness to 
school also acts to increase students’ willingness to prevent their friends’ involvement in 
these behaviors. Previous research looking specifically at school connectedness and 
adolescent friendships has shown that school connectedness plays a socialization role in 
terms of the development of empathy, a factor associated with the development of prosocial 
behavior (Batanova & Loukas, 2012). These authors draw upon socialization theories (e.g. 
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Bandura, 1986) in suggesting that adolescents’ interactions within their school may influence 
the development of their own norms and behaviors, and as such, their interactions within their 
friendship groups. It may be such processes that influence the findings observed in the 
current research.    
 In particular, this research builds upon that of Syvertsen et al. (2009) which looked at 
the impact of school factors on students’ intervening behavior relating to a peer’s plan to do 
‘something dangerous at school’. Syvertsen et al. (2009) specifically assessed three broad 
school-related factors: perceptions of authority, the student body as a community, and 
personal perceptions of how the students see themselves as fitting within the school. 
Syvertsen et al.’s (2009) measurement of these factors in part aligns with widely accepted 
definitions of school connectedness, which incorporate affective (e.g. feelings of belonging), 
cognitive (e.g. perceptions of rule fairness) and behavioral (e.g. involvement in school 
activities) dimensions (e.g., O’Farrell & Morrison, 2003). Their research, however, focused 
on behavioral responses to a hypothetical vignette involving a dangerous situation on school 
grounds, a scenario which was left largely to the interpretation of the adolescent participants 
and which was restricted to the school context. While Syvertsen et al.’s (2009) study showed 
that students’ positive sense of school, including a sense of fairness, community and 
belonging, was associated with taking direct action to intervene, the current research has 
extended these results by looking, longitudinally, at specific risk taking behaviors of friends. 
In particular, this research has focused on risk behaviors that most frequently lead to injury 
among youth and that may take place outside of the school context, including transport, 
violence and alcohol risks. In these injury-risk situations, a students’ sense of connectedness 
to school positively predicted later willingness to intervene.  
 A primary strength of the current research is its longitudinal design, whereby the 
impact of students’ school connectedness was assessed on their willingness to protect friends 
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at a point six months later. Previous research has primarily been cross-sectional in nature, and 
discussion has suggested that naturally prosocial and empathic students may be more likely to 
develop a sense of connectedness to school. The longitudinal nature highlights the 
importance of considering early willingness on later behavior and the stability of the factor 
for early adolescents. Previous research has shown that empathic and prosocial students 
exhibit more positive classroom behavior, receive more help from teachers and are more 
engaged in school activities (Spinrad & Eisenberg, 2009). There has been some previous 
longitudinal research, however, which has shown that increasing connectedness leads to 
reduced participation in risk behavior over time (e.g., Hawkins, Catalano, Kosterman, Abbott, 
& Hill, 1999). The current results add to this previous research by showing the protective 
nature of school connectedness on adolescents’ later willingness to protect their friends from 
injury-risk behaviors.   
 Despite this strength, a limitation of this research was its reliance on students’ self-
reported responses to hypothetical situations involving friends’ risk behaviors. Research on 
bullying behavior provides additional insights into the link between being willing to intervene 
and actual intervening behavior. Through naturalistic observations of elementary school 
playgrounds, O’Connell, Pepler, and Craig (1999) showed differences in the rates of those 
who said they would stop bullying and those that actually did (at least among 5 to 12 year 
olds). Around one-quarter of the students did intervene in the playground whereas 41% 
indicated that they would do. Future research is warranted to understand what moves youth 
from being willing to intervene to actually intervening. The results of this research may 
therefore not accurately reflect students’ behavior in circumstances in which they do in fact 
experience these injury-risk situations. O’Connell et al.’s (1999) research did indicate, 
however, that the majority of cases in which peers did intervene were effective in stopping 
bullying. Assessing willingness also allows for examination of responses from a greater 
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number of students who may not have recent experiences with friends who engage in such 
behavior. The self-report measurement of students’ willingness and perceptions of school 
connectedness follows more recent bullying research (e.g. Espelage et al., 2011) by 
employing less intrusive and potentially impractical assessment that would come with 
behavioral observation. The current findings must be interpreted with these limitations in 
mind.  
Qualitative research has been used to understand factors that youth describe as 
relevant to their previous intervening behavior. Buckley et al. (2013) reported older 
adolescents acknowledged school staff could represent trusted adults who they could go to at 
school for help. Although suggesting schools can have a clear direct role, the qualitative 
research however should be considered in terms of the smaller, less generalizable sample and 
the descriptive association. The gap between intentions and actual behavior may result from a 
number of reasons, including lacking the skills or confidence to intervene or potentially 
recognition that intervention is needed, which students in the Buckley et al. (2013) study 
reported would prohibit their intervening. An understanding of those who are willing to 
intervene can provide an initial step to behavior change efforts that better enlist friends to 
reduce injury-risk behaviors and the further value of a positive school environment. 
Conclusions  
 This research has important implications for risk and injury prevention research and 
practice. As well as targeting adolescents’ own attitudes and behavior, this research has 
indicated that interventions aiming to reduce adolescent risk taking and associated injury may 
focus on increasing adolescents’ willingness to protect their friends in risky situations. 
Gaining an insight into the factors that influence adolescents’ willingness to protect their 
friends enables the targeted development of intervention programs. Specifically, this research 
has shown that programs may focus on increasing students’ sense of connectedness to their 
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school. Previous research has shown the benefits of increased school connectedness in 
regards to academic achievement, emotional health, and adolescents’ own involvement in 
risk taking behavior. This study complements and builds upon this literature by indicating 
additional benefits of increasing school connectedness, in that it may impact on students’ 
willingness to prevent friends’ potential injury. While future research may potentially also 
incorporate more objective measures of adolescent protective behavior than this study has 
allowed, this research offers an important insight into the significance of school 
connectedness in adolescents’ prosocial and protective behavior within their friendship 
groups.    
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Table 1 
Willingness to Protect Friends, by Sex 
Friends’ risk behavior % willing to protect χ2 p 
 Males Females   
Getting drunk a lot 68.9 80.7 9.56 <.01 
Getting into fights 71.0 87.9 23.38 <.001 
Driving without a license 76.8 87.9 11.15 <.01 
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Table 2 
Logistic Regression Analyses for Males and Females Predicting Willingness to Protect Friends at Six Month Follow up from Baseline 
Willingness, Risk Behavior, and School Connectedness  
Variable b (SE) Wald OR (95% CI) p b (SE) Wald OR (95% CI) p 
Willingness to protect friends: Getting drunk a lot 
 Males (R2 =.28) Females (R2 =.29) 
Baseline willingnessa 1.97(.43) 21.24 7.22(3.11-16.72) <.001 2.35(.38) 37.80 10.49(4.96-22.21) <.001 
Own behaviorb: Alcohol use .96(.53) 3.30 2.62(.92-7.44) .069 .31(.44) .48 1.36(.57-3.26) .491 
School connectedness .04(.02) 3.98 1.04(1.01-1.09) .046 .05(.02) 7.06 1.05(1.02-1.08) .008 
Willingness to protect friends: Getting into fights 
 Males (R2 =.21) Females (R2 =.13) 
Baseline willingnessa 1.94(.49) 15.51 6.93(2.64-18.16) <.001 1.74(.43) 15.87 5.73(2.43-13.52) <.001 
Own behaviorb: Taken part in a fight .73(.80) .85 2.09(.43-10.01) .356 .73(.56) 1.73 2.08(.69-6.21) .180 
School connectedness .06(.02) 3.65 1.05(1.00-1.10) .050 .04(.02) 4.54 1.04(1.01-1.08) .033 
Willingness to protect friends: Driving without a license  
 Males (R2 =.13) Females (R2 =.11) 
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Baseline willingnessa 1.32(.52) 6.49 3.756(1.38-10.39) .011 1.80(.47) 14.38 6.02(2.38-15.24) <.001 
Own behaviorb: Driven a car on road 1.26(.49) 6.46 3.53(1.34-9.36) .011 -.83(1.16) .52 .46(.05-4.18) .471 
School connectedness .01(.02) .22 1.01(.97-1.05) .640 .04(.02) 3.92 1.05(1.01-1.08) .048 
Note. R2 = Nagelkerke’s R2. OR = odds ratio. CI = confidence interval. b = regression coefficient. SE = standard error.   
aReference category is ‘Yes – were willing to protect in that context. bReference category is ‘Yes – have participated in risk behavior’. 
 
